arXiv:2404.19122v1 [math.PR] 29 Apr 2024

Spin Covariance Fluctuations in the SK Model at High Temperature

Christian Brennecke^∗ Adrien Schertzer^∗ Chen Van Dam^∗

May 1, 2024

Abstract Based on [10], it is well known that the rescaled two point correlation functions √ N⟨σ_i; σ_j ⟩ = √ N ( ⟨σ_iσ_j ⟩ − ⟨σ_i⟩⟨σ_j ⟩ ) in the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick spin glass model with non-zero external field admit at sufficiently high temperature an explicit non-Gaussian distributional limit as N → ∞. Inspired by recent results from [1, 3, 4], we provide a novel proof of the distributional convergence which is based on expanding ⟨σ_i; σ_j ⟩ into a sum over suitable weights of self-avoiding paths from vertex i to j. Compared to [10], our key observation is that the path representation of ⟨σ_i; σ_j ⟩ provides a direct explanation of the specific form of the limiting distribution of √ N⟨σ_i; σ_j ⟩. 1 Introduction

Consider N spins σ_i, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, with values in {−1, 1} whose interactions are described by the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick (SK) [13] Hamiltonian H_N : {−1, 1}^N → R

H_N (σ) = ∑ 1≤i<j≤N g_{ij} σ_iσ_j + h N∑ i=1 σ_i. (1.1)

Here, the (g_{ij} )_{1≤i<j≤N} are i.i.d. centered Gaussian random variables with variance tN^{−1} for i ≠ j and we set g_{ii} = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , N. The parameter t ≥ 0 tunes the interaction strength and h ∈ R tunes the external field strength. We assume the {g_{ij} } to be realized in some probability space (Ω, F, P) and we denote the corresponding expectation by E(·). We denote the L^p(Ω, F, P) norms by ‖ · ‖_Lp_{(Ω)} = (E | · |^p)^{1/p}. Expectations over other, independent random variables are typically denoted by E(·).

In this paper, we analyze the distributional behavior of the spin covariances at high temperature in the limit N → ∞. The magnetization m_i of spin σ_i and the spin covariance m_{ij} between spins σ_i and σ_j are defined by m_i = ⟨σ_i⟩ and m_{ij} = ⟨σ_i; σ_j ⟩ = ⟨σ_iσ_j⟩ − ⟨σ_i⟩⟨σ_j ⟩, ∗Institute for Applied Mathematics, University of Bonn, Endenicher Allee 60, 53115 Bonn, Germany

where ⟨·⟩ denotes the Gibbs expectation induced by H_N . It is defined so that ⟨f⟩ = 1 Z_N ∑ σ∈{−1,1}^N f(σ) e^{HN (σ)}, Z_N = ∑ σ∈{−1,1}^N e^{HN (σ)}

for every observable f : {−1, 1}^N → R. For t ≥ 0 sufficiently small, it is well known that several quantities of interest related to the SK model have Gaussian fluctuations in the limit N → ∞. This includes for instance the free energy fluctuations [2, 7, 11] and the overlap fluctuations [14, Section 1.10]. A notable exception consists of the two point functions m_{ij} in case of a non-vanishing external field h ≠ 0: as shown in [10], in this case the fluctuations √ Nm_{ij} converge in distribution to an explicit non-Gaussian limit.

The goal of this paper is to provide a new proof of the distributional convergence of √ Nm_{ij}. To state our main result, let us denote by q = q_{t,h} ∈ [0, 1] the solution to

q = E tanh^2(h + √ tqZ), where Z ∼ N (0, 1) denotes a standard Gaussian random variable and where E(.) denotes the expectation w.r.t. Z (if h = 0, we set q_{t,h} = 0). Moreover, we denote by μ = μ_{t,h} ∈ [0, 1] the quantity μ = E sech^4(h + √ tqZ). Theorem 1. Assume that t ≥ 0 is sufficiently small and denote by Z_1, Z_2, Z_3 i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables. Then, in the limit N → ∞, we have that √ Nm_{ij}^D→ √ t 1 − tμ Z_1 sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) . (1.2)

Remarks:

1) The convergence in (1.2) was proved first in [10]. To be more precise, [10, Theorem 1.1] shows the convergence of the moments of √ Nm_{ij} towards those of the random variable on the r.h.s. in (1.2), which implies (1.2) by standard arguments.

2) It is clear that the convergence (1.2) can only hold true if the parameters (t, h) satisfy the de Almeida-Thouless condition [8] tμ_{t,h} < 1. Recall that this parameter range corresponds to the expected replica symmetric region of the model. Whether (1.2) holds true for all (t, h) that satisfy tμ_{t,h} < 1 remains a challenging open question.

As pointed out above, our main result Theorem 1 is not new, but was already proved in [10]. The proof in [10] computes the moments of √ Nm_{ij} explicitly by relating them to suitable overlap moments and applying interpolation arguments which are based on the cavity method (for more details on this, see e.g. [14, Sections 1.6 to 1.11]). As such, the proof does not, unfortunately, shed much light on how the specific structure of the limiting distribution on the r.h.s. in (1.2) emerges. In particular, as pointed out by Talagrand [14, Research Problem 1.11.2], one wonders whether the specific form of the limiting distribution arises from some underlying structure. In this paper, we aim to clarify this point by giving a new proof of Theorem 1 which is inspired by recent results in [1, 3, 4] and which is based on the following heuristics:

Basic mean field theory suggests that the magnetizations m_i satisfy for t ≥ 0 sufficiently small the cavity equations

m_i ≈ tanh ( h + ∑ k≠i g_{ik}m^{(i)}_k ) , (1.3)

where m^{(i)}_k denotes the k-th magnetization after spin i has been removed from the system (for more details on our notation, see Section 2 below). The validity of (1.3) for small t ≥ 0 can be proved with a variety of tools and is well understood [5, 14, 1]. By differentiating (1.3) w.r.t. the external field, one can derive analogous equations for higher order correlations functions [1], and in particular that m_{ij} ≈ m_{ii} ∑ k≠i g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} = m_{ii} g_{ij} m^{(i)}_{jj} + m_{ii} ∑ k≠i,j g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} .

Note that the leading order (in t) term m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} g_{ij} = (1 − m^2_i )(1 − (m^{(i)}_j )^2)g_{ij} suggests that m_{ij} is typically of size O(N^{−1/2}) and that the scaling limit lim_{N→∞} √ Nm_{ij} can not expected to be Gaussian unless h = 0, in which case m_i = m^{(i)}_j = 0 by symmetry.

In order to go a step further and extract the correct candidate for the limiting distribution, we iterate the previous identity and obtain the graphical representation m_{ij} ≈ m_{ii} m^{(i)}_{jj} ( g_{ij} + ∑ k≠i,j g_{ik}m^{(i,j)}_{kk} g_{kj} + ∑ k,l≠i,j;k≠l g_{ik}m^{(i,j)}_{kl} g_{lj} ) ≈ m_{ii} m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ n≥0 ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} w(γ).

Here, Γ^{ij}_{n+1} denotes the set of self-avoiding paths γ among N vertices from vertex i to j of length |γ| = n + 1 and the weight w(γ) is defined by w(γ) = g_{ik1} m^{(i,j)}_{k1k1} g_{k1k2} m^{(i,k1,j)}_{k2k2} g_{k2k3} . . . m^{(i,k1,k2,...,kn−1,j)} k_nk_n gknj, (1.4) if γ = ( {i, k_1}, {k_1, k_2}, . . . , {k_n, j} ) ∈ Γ^{ij}_{n+1} and n ≥ 1 (for n = 0 we set w(γ) = g_{ij} ).

Now, in order to see how the distribution on the r.h.s. in (1.2) emerges from the path representation of m_{ij}, let us make two observations. First, based on the cavity equations (1.3) and the identity m_{ii} = 1 − m^2_i , we expect that

m_{ii} ≈ sech^2 ( h + ∑ k≠i g_{ik}m^{(i)}_k )_D = sech^2 ( h + √ tq^{(i)}_N Z ) ≈ sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ )

for a Gaussian Z = (q^{(i)}_N )^{−1/2} ∑ k≠i gikm (i) k ∼ N (0, 1), which is independent of the disorder (g_{kl})_{k,l≠i}, and where we approximated in the third step

q^{(i)}_N = 1 N ∑ k≠i (m^{(i)}_k )^2 ≈ q, which can also be justified based on (1.3). Proceeding similarly for m^{(i)}_{jj} , this suggests √ Nm_{ij}^D≈ ( ∑ n≥0 ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} √ Nw(γ) ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) (1.5)

for two i.i.d. Gaussian random variables Z_2, Z_3 that are independent of the first factor on the r.h.s. in (1.5) (indeed, as explained below, the correlations between the three factors are negligible as N → ∞). That is, the second and third factors on the r.h.s. in (1.2) emerge as a consequence of the vertex weights m_{ii} and m^{(i)}_{jj} , respectively, and they cause the non-Gaussian behavior of the limiting distribution of √ Nm_{ij} if h ≠ 0.

On the other hand, motivated by the leading order term ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_1 √ Nw(γ) = √ Ng_{ij}^D= N (0, t) and by the results of [2, 3], a few basic moment computations combined with similar arguments as above suggest that the random vector ( T^{ij}_{n+1} ) n≥0, defined through

T^{ij}_{n+1} = ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} √ Nw(γ), (1.6)

is close in distribution to a centered Gaussian vector Y = (Y_k)_{k≥0} with covariance E Y_kY_l = t(tμ)^kδ_{kl} = { t(tμ)^k : k = l, 0 : k ≠ l. By the additivity of the variance for a sum of independent Gaussians, we thus expect ∑ n≥0 ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} √ Nw(γ)^D≈ ∑ n≥0 Y_n^D= √ t ∑ n≥0 (tμ)^nZ_1

for some standard normal variable Z_1 (independent of Z_2, Z_3). With (1.5), we arrive at √ Nm_{ij}^D≈ √ t 1 − tμ Z_1 sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) . It turns out that the simple heuristics sketched above can be made rigorous without too much effort, thus providing an alternative and, hopefully, more transparent proof of Theorem 1 compared to [10]. To carry this out, we proceed in two main steps. After introducing basic notation in the next Section 2, we first extend the analysis of [1] to derive the following truncated version of the path representation of m_{ij} in Section 3.

Proposition 2. Let t ≥ 0 be small enough. Then, there exists a constant C > 0, which is independent of M, N and t, such that ‖ ‖ √ Nm_{ij} − m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} M∑ n=0 T^{ij}_{n+1} ‖ ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2} + Ct^{M/2}.

In the second step, we need to compute the limiting distribution of the random

variable m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑_M n=0 T^{ij}_{n+1}. Inspired by [2], this could for instance be based on a direct

moment analysis. This is carried out in [15] on which part of this manuscript is based.

In this paper instead, we rather find it convenient to follow the above heuristics more

closely and we determine the joint limiting distribution of the random vector

X^{(M)} = (X_n)^M_{n=0} = m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ( T^{ij}_{n+1} )_M n=0 ∈ R^{M+1} , (1.7)

for fixed M ∈ N. Based on Stein’s method, the following is proved in Section 4.

Proposition 3. Let t ≥ 0 be small enough. Then, for every M ∈ N, we have in the

limit N → ∞ that

X^{(M) D}→ Y^{(M)}sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) for a centered Gaussian vector Y^{(M)} = (Y_n)^M_{n=0} with covariance E Y_kY_l = δ_{kl}t(tμ)^k and

for two i.i.d. standard normal variables Z_2, Z_3 which are independent of Y^{(M)}.

Theorem 1 is now a direct consequence of Prop. 2 and Prop. 3:

Proof of Theorem 1. We assume t ≥ 0 to be sufficiently small, in particular t < 1. For

M ∈ N, let X^{(M)} and Y^{(M)} be defined as above and let us denote by U^{(M)} the vector

U^{(M)} = Y^{(M)}sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) . We use the standard fact that a sequence (χ_k)_{k≥0} of R^d -valued random variables con-

verges in distribution to χ if Ef(χ_k) → Ef(χ) as k → ∞ for all bounded Lipschitz

continuous f : R^d → R (see e.g. [9, Theorem 11.3.3]). Applying this criterion, note that

Prop. 3 and standard properties of independent Gaussian random variables imply that M∑ n=0 X_n^D→ M∑ n=0 U_n as N → ∞ as well as M∑ n=0 U_n^D= t M∑ n=0 (tμ)^n Z_1 sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 )

D→ √ t 1 − tμ Z_1 sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) ≡ V as M → ∞. Now, let f : R → R be bounded and Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L ≥ 0.

By Prop. 2, Cauchy-Schwarz and the previous observations, we find that | |E f( √ Nm_{ij}) − Ef(V ) | | ≤ L ‖ ‖ √ Nm_{ij} − M∑ n=0 X_n ‖ ‖_2 + oN (1) + oM (1)

≤ L(CN^{−1/2} + Ct^{M/2}) + o_N (1) + o_M (1).

Sending N → ∞ and then M → ∞, we find that lim_{N→∞} E f( √ Nm_{ij} ) = Ef(V ).

2 Notation and Auxiliary Results

In this section, we introduce some notation and we recall a few results from [1].

First of all, connected correlation functions are defined by m_{i1...in} = ( ∂_{hi1} . . . ∂_{hin} log Z_N ) |_{h1,...,hN =h}. Below, we also consider expectations of observables conditionally on a given number of spins. To this end, suppose A = {j_1, j_2, . . . , j_k} ⊂ {1, . . . , N} is disjoint from B ⊂ {1, . . . , N} with |B| = l and let τ = (τ_{j1} , . . . , τ_{jk} ) ∈ {−1, 1}^k be a k-particle configuration. Then, we define H^{[A,B]}_N = H^{[A,B]}_{N,(τj1 ,...,τjk )} : {−1, 1}^{N−k−l} → R by

H^{[A,B]}_N (σ) = ∑ 1≤i<j≤N i,j /∈A∪B g_{ij} σ_iσ_j + h N∑ 1≤i≤N i /∈A∪B ( h + ∑ j∈A g_{ij} τ_j ) σ_i.

H^{[A,B]}_N (σ) corresponds to the energy of the system, conditionally on σ_j for j ∈ A (s.t. σ_j = τ_j) and with all spins labeled by j ∈ B being removed from the system. For disjoint subsets A, B ⊂ {1, . . . , N}, ⟨.⟩^{[A,B]} denotes the Gibbs measure induced by H^{[A,B]}_N . Notice that ⟨f⟩^{[A,B]} is equal to the conditional expectation of f, given the spins σ_j for j ∈ A We abbreviate ⟨.⟩^{[A]} ≡ ⟨.⟩^{[A,∅]}, ⟨.⟩^{(B)} ≡ ⟨.⟩^{[∅,B]} as well as ⟨.⟩ ≡ ⟨.⟩^{[∅,∅]}. By slight abuse of notation, if A = {i}, we write for simplicity ⟨.⟩^{[i]} = ⟨.⟩^{[{i}]} and ⟨.⟩^{(i)} = ⟨.⟩^{({i})}.

Finally, for disjoint A, B ⊂ {1, . . . , N}, an index i ∈ A and an observable f, we set δ_i⟨f⟩^{[A,B]} = 1 2 ( ⟨f⟩^{[A,B]}(σ_i = 1) − ⟨f⟩^{[A,B]}(σ_i = −1) ) , ϵ_i⟨f⟩^{[A,B]} = 1 2 ( ⟨f⟩^{[A,B]}(σ_i = 1) + ⟨f⟩^{[A,B]}(σ_i = −1) ) . An important ingredient in our analysis is that correlation functions are small for t ≥ 0 small enough. In [1], this is proved based on the key identities (see [1, Section 3]) m^{[A,B]}_{ij} = ( 1 − (m^{[A,B]}_i )^2 ) δ_im^{[A∪{i},B]} j , dδ_im^{[A∪{i},B]} j = ∑ k /∈A∪B ϵ_im^{[A∪{i},B]} kj dg_{ik} + 1 2 ∑ k /∈A∪B δ_i ( m^{[A∪{i},B]} kkj ) dt N , (2.1)

and suitable variants thereof (e.g. analogous identities for three point functions which follow by differentiation w.r.t. the external field). The second line is a straightforward consequence of Itô’s lemma, viewing the i-th column (g_{ik})_{k≠i} = (g_{ik}(t))_{k≠i} as a rescaled Brownian motion at time t. Using basic Gronwall arguments, the following proposition can be proved like [Lemmas 3.1 & 3.2][1]; since the proofs are very similar to those of [1, Lemmas 3.1 & 3.2] (see also [1, Lemma 3.1, Remarks 2) & 3)]), we skip the details.

Proposition 4. Let t ≥ 0 be sufficiently small and let A, B ⊂ {1, . . . , N} be disjoint. Then, for some constant C_t > 0, independent of N, A and B, we have that sup t_{ij} ∈[0,t], 1≤i<j≤N sup σ∈{−1,1}^{|A|} ‖ ‖δ_im^{[A∪{i},B]} j ( (g_{ij} (t_{ij} )_{1≤i<j≤N} ) )‖ 4 ≤ C_t N^{−(|{i,j}|−1)/2},

sup t_{ij} ∈[0,t], 1≤i<j≤N sup σ∈{−1,1}^{|A|} ‖ ‖δ_im^{[A∪{i},B]} jk ( (g_{ij} (t_{ij} )_{1≤i<j≤N} ) )‖ 4 ≤ C_t N^{−(|{i,j,k}|−1)/2}

for all i, j, k ∉ A ∪ B. As a consequence, it follows that sup t_{ij} ∈[0,t], 1≤i<j≤N sup σ∈{−1,1}^{|A|} ‖ m^{[A,B]}_{ij} ( (g_{ij} (t_{ij} )_{1≤i<j≤N} ) )‖ 4 ≤ C_t N^{−(|{i,j}|−1)/2},

sup t_{ij} ∈[0,t], 1≤i<j≤N sup σ∈{−1,1}^{|A|} ‖ ‖m^{[A,B]}_{ijk} ((g_{ij} (t_{ij} )_{1≤i<j≤N} )) ‖ ‖_2 ≤ C_t N^{−(|{i,j,k}|−1)/2}.

3 Derivation of the Path Representation

In this section, we derive the path representation of √ Nm_{ij} and we prove Prop. 2.

The path representation follows by combining and iterating the key identities in (2.1). To make this precise, let us recall the definitions in (1.4), (1.6) and (1.7), and let us recall that Γ^{ij}_{n+1} denotes the set of self-avoiding paths among vertices {1, . . . , N} from i to j of length n + 1. Moreover, given a cavity set B ⊂ {1, . . . , N}, let us define E^{(B)}_{ij} = m_{ii} ( ∑ k∉B∪{i} ∫_t 0 ( ϵ_im^{[i,B]}_{kj} − m^{(B∪{i})}_{kj} ) dg_{ik} + 1 2 ∑ k∉B∪{i} ∫_t 0 δ_i ( m^{[i,B]}_{kjj} ) (s) ds N ) , (3.1)

as well as

E_0 = E^{(∅)}_{ij} , E_1 = m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} E^{(i)}_{jk1} ,

E_n^{n≥2}= m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} w(γ) E^{(i,k1 ,...,kn−2,j)} k_{n−1} k_n m^{(i,k1,...,kn−2)} k_{n−1}k_{n−1} gkn−1kn m (i,k_1,...,k_{n−1},j) k_nk_n ,

A_n^{n≥2}= m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} w(γ) m^{(i,k1 ,...,kn−2,j)} k_{n−1} k_n m^{(i,k1,...,kn−2)} k_{n−1}k_{n−1} gkn−1kn m (i,k_1,...,k_{n−1},j) k_nk_n .

Here, we introduced the shorthand notation γ = (ik_1k_2 . . . k_nj) ≡ ({i, k_1}, . . . , {k_n, j}). Then, for every M ≥ 2, a straightforward induction argument shows that √ Nm_{ij} = M∑ n=0 X_n + M∑ n=0 √ NE_n + √ NA_{M+1}. (3.2)

Indeed, combining the two identities in (2.1), we have first of all that

m_{ij} = m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} g_{ij} + E_0 + m_{ii} ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} m^{(i)}_{k1j} = N^{−1/2}X_0 + E_0 + m_{ii} ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} m^{(i)}_{k1j} .

Now, we apply the two identities in (2.1) to m^{(i)}_{k1j} = m^{(i)}_{jk1} , extracting the factor m^{(i)}_{jj} and expanding through Itô’s lemma in the disorder (g_{jk})_{k≠j}. This yields

m_{ij} = N^{−1/2}X_0 + m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} m^{(i,j)}_{k1k1} g_{k1j} + E_0 + m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} E^{(i)}_{jk1} + m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ k_1≠i,j ∑ k_2≠i,j,k_1 g_{ik1} m^{(i,j)}_{k1k2} g_{k2j} = N^{−1/2}X_0 + N^{−1/2}X_1 + E_0 + E_1 + A_2.

Iterating this procedure by expanding the two point function m^{(i,k1,...,kM−2,j)}_{kM−1kM} in the definition A_M w.r.t. (g_{kM−1 l})_{l≠i,k1,...,kM−1,j}, we conclude (3.2) for every M ≥ 2.

Proof of Prop. 2. It is enough to provide suitable bounds on ∑_M n=0 E_n and A_{M+1}. We start to estimate the contributions E_n, for n ≥ 0. To control E_0, we use that 0 ≤ m_{ii} ≤ 1 and we consider first the martingale term in (3.1). Using that ‖ ‖ ∑ k≠i ∫_t 0 ( ϵ_im^{[i]}_{kj} − m^{(i)}_{kj} ) dg_{ik} ‖ ‖_2 = ( ∑ k≠i ∫_t 0 ‖ ‖(ϵ_im^{[i]}_{kj} − m^{(i)}_{kj} )(s) ‖ ‖^2 ds N )_{1/2} ,

an application of Itô’s lemma w.r.t. (g_{ik})_{k≠i} combined with the triangle inequality, the basic identity m^{[i]}_{kjll} = −2m^{[i]}_{lk} m^{[i]}_{lj} − 2m^{[i]}_l m^{[i]}_{ljk} and Prop. 4 implies for k ≠ j that ‖( ϵ_im^{[i]}_{kj} − m^{(i)}_{kj} ) (s) ‖ 2 = ‖ ‖ ∑ l≠i ∫_s 0 δ_im^{[i]}_{kjl}dg_{il} + 1 2 ∑ l≠i ∫_s 0 ϵ_im^{[i]}_{kjll} (u) du N ‖ ‖_2 ≤ Cs^{1/2}N^{−1}

and, similarly, for k = j that ‖ ‖(ϵ_im^{[i]}_{kj} − m^{(i)}_{kj} )(s) ‖ ‖_2 ≤ Cs1/2N −1/2. Hence, we get ‖ ‖ ∑ k≠i ∫_t 0 ( ϵ_im^{[i]}_{kj} − m^{(i)}_{kj} ) dg_{ik} ‖ ‖ 2 ≤ CN^{−1}t

and arguing similarly for the drift term in (3.1) yields ‖E_0‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1}t. The same arguments imply ‖E^{(B)}_{k1k2} ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1}t if k_1 ≠ k_2, for C > 0 independent of N, t and B.

Next, to estimate E_n for n ≥ 1, we proceed iteratively. In case of E_1, we bound ‖ ‖m_{ii}m(i)_{jj} ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} E^{(i)}_{jk1} ‖ ‖^2 2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ∑ k_1≠i,j g_{ik1} E^{(i)}_{jk1} ‖ ‖^2 2 = t N ∑ k_1≠i,j ‖ ‖E^{(i)}_{jk1} ‖ ‖^2 ≤ (CtN^{−1})^2, where, in the second step, we used the independence of the disorder (g_{ik})_{k≠i} from E^{(i)}_{jk1} .

Repeating the independence argument and using the fact that 0 ≤ m^{[A,B]}_{kk} ≤ 1 n times in order to control E_n for n ≥ 2, we arrive at ‖ E_n ‖_2 2 = ‖ ‖miim^{(i)}_{jj} ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj) ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} g_{ik1} m^{(i,j)}_{k1k1} g_{k1k2} m^{(i,k1,j)}_{k2k2} . . . g_{kn−2kn−1} E^{(i,k1,...,kn−2,j)} k_{n−1}k_n gknj ‖ ‖^2

≤ t N ∑ k_1≠i ‖ ‖m(i,j)_{k1k1} ∑ γ=(k_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_n g_{k1k2} m^{(i,k1,j)} k_2k_2 . . . gkn−2kn−1 E (i,k_1,...,k_{n−2},j) k_{n−1}k_n gknj ‖ ‖^2 2 ≤ t N ∑ k_1≠i t N ∑ k_2≠i,k_1 ‖ ‖ ∑ γ=(k_2...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n−1} m^{(i,k1,j)} k_2k_2 . . . gkn−2kn−1 E (i,k_1,...,k_{n−2},j) k_{n−1}k_n gknj ‖ ‖^2

≤ t^n sup_{k≠l} ‖ ‖E^{(i,k1,...,kn−2,j)} kl ‖ ‖^2 ≤ Ct^nN^{−2}.

Similarly, we proceed to control A_{M+1} in which case Prop. 4 implies

‖A_{M+1}‖_2 ≤ C t^{M/2} sup_{k≠l} ‖ ‖m^{(i,k1,...,kn−2,j)} kl ‖ ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2}t^{M/2} and collecting the above bounds, this concludes that ‖ ‖ √ Nm_{ij} − M∑ n=0 X_n ‖ ‖_2 ≤ M∑ n=0 √ N‖E_n‖_2 + √ N‖A_{M+1}‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2} + Ct^{M/2}. 4 Limiting Distribution of Path Vector

Before proving Prop. 3, we begin with some preliminary observations. Given the disorder G = (g_{ij} )_{1≤i<j≤N} , consider a monomial g^{a1}_{k1l1} . . . g^{an}_{knln} for mutually distinct pairs (k_i, l_i) and a_i ∈ N_0 , for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and n ∈ N. Assuming f : R^{N(N−1)/2} → R to be smooth and bounded with bounded derivatives, the following straightforward estimates are a direct consequence of integration by parts and induction: if all a_1, . . . , a_n ∈ 2N, then | |E ga_{1k1 l1} . . . ga_{nknln} f(G) − Ef(G)^n∏ k=1 ( t N )^ak_2

(a_k − 1)!! | | ≤ C( t N )_{1+} 1_2^∑n_{i=1 ai} . (4.1)

Otherwise, if d denotes the number of odd integers among a_1, . . . , a_n, we have that | E g^{a1}_{k1 l1} . . . g^{an}_{knln} f(G) | ≤ C ( t N ) d_{2 +} 1_2^∑n_{i=1 ai} . (4.2)

The constant C in (4.1) and (4.2) depends on the norms ‖∂_αf‖_∞ for multi-indices with degree |α| ≤ ∑_n i=1 a_i and on the powers a_i, but it is independent of N. Below, we apply (4.1) and (4.2) in particular to estimate (slight modifications of) contributions of the form E w(γ)w(γ^′ ), given two paths γ, γ^′ ∈ Γ^{ij}_{n+1} with n + 1 ≤ M + 1 for fixed M ∈ N.

Lemma 5. Fix n ∈ N and mutually distinct indices k_l ∈ {1, . . . , N} for l ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Moreover, let b_l ∈ N, B_l ⊂ {1, . . . , N} and suppose that max_{1≤l≤n} |b_l| and max_{1≤l≤n} |B_l| are bounded uniformly in N. Then, for t ≥ 0 small enough, we have that | | |E n∏ l=1 ( m^{(Bl)}_{klkl} )_{bl} − n∏ l=1 E sech^{2bl} ( h + √ tqZ ) | | | ≤ CN^{−1/4}, (4.3)

where Z ∼ N (0, 1) and C = C_t depends on t, but is independent of N.

Proof. If h = 0, so that q = q_{t,h} = 0 for t small, the l.h.s. in (4.3) is equal to zero, so let us assume that h ≠ 0. In this case, the claim follows by slightly generalizing some of the arguments detailed in the proofs of [1, Prop. 1.2 & Lemma 4.1].

We first recall that the creation of a cavity does not affect the local magnetization significantly. Indeed, using Itô’s formula to expand w.r.t. (g_{jk})^N_{k=1}, we have m^{[{j},B]} i − m^{(B∪{j})} i = σ_j ∑ k∉B∪{j} ∫_t 0 m^{[{j},B]} ik dg_{jk} + 1 2 ∑ k≠j ∫_t 0 m^{[{j},B]} ikk (s) ds N . Jensen’s inequality and Prop. 4 imply that ‖ m^{(B)}_i − m^{(B,j)}_i ‖ 2 = ‖⟨ m^{[{j},B]} i − m^{(B,j})}_i ⟩‖ 2 ≤ ⟨‖ m^{[j,B]}_i − m^{(B,j)}_i ‖ 2 ⟩ ≤ CN^{−1/2} for every i ∉ B ∪ {j}. Iterating this argument, we thus conclude that ‖ ‖m_i − m^{(B)}_i ‖ ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2}, ‖ ‖q_N − q^{(B)}_N ‖ ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2}, (4.4)

where we set for B ⊂ {1, . . . , N}

q^{(B)}_N = 1 N ∑ k∉B ( m^{(B)}_k )_2

and q_N = q^{(∅)}_N .

Similarly, proceeding as in [1, Lemma 4.1], Itô’s formula and Prop. 4 imply ‖ ‖m(B)_i − tanh (h + √ tq^{(B∪{i})} N Z^{(B)}_i )‖ ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2}, where Z^{(B)}_i = ( tq^{(B∪{i})} N )_{−1/2} ∑ j /∈B∪{i} g_{ij} m^{(B∪{i})} j ∼ N (0, 1). (4.5)

Now, consider indices k_l, powers b_l and cavity sets B_l, for l ∈ {1, . . . , n}, as in the statement of the lemma. Then, a slight variation of the previous observations implies ‖ ‖m^{(Bl)}_{kl} − tanh ( h + √ tq^{(B)}_N Z^{(B)}_{kl} )‖ ‖_2 ≤ CN^{−1/2} for the union B = {k_1, . . . , k_n} ∪ ⋃_n j=1 B_j and a basic covariance computation shows ( Z^{(B)}_{kl} )_n l=1 ∼ N ( 0, 1_Rn ) .

Combining this with a^u − b^u = (a − b) ∑_u k=0 a^{u−k}b^k, 0 ≤ m^{(Bl)}_{klkl} = 1 − ( m^{(Bl)}_{kl} )_2

≤ 1,

0 ≤ sech(·) ≤ 1, Cauchy-Schwarz, (4.4) and [1, Prop. 1.2], we thus arrive at | | |E n∏ l=1 ( m^{(Bl)}_{klkl} )_{bl} − n∏ l=1 E sech^{2bl} ( h + √ tqZ ) | | | ≤ | | |E n∏ l=1 sech^{2bl} ( h + √ tqZ^{(B)}_{kl} ) − E n∏ l=1 sech^{2bl} ( h + √ tq^{(B)}_N Z^{(B)}_{kl} ) | | | + CN^{−1/4} ≤ C E | q − q^{(B)}_N | + CN^{−1/4} ≤ CN^{−1/4}. Equipped with the previous two lemmas, we are now ready to prove Proposition 3.

Proof of Prop. 3 . Recall the definition of X^{(M)} in (1.7) and that U^{(M)} equals

U^{(M)} = Y^{(M)}sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) , where Y^{(M)} = (Y_n)^M_{n=0} is a centered Gaussian vector with covariance E Y_kY_l = δ_{kl}t(tμ)^k

and Z_2, Z_3 are i.i.d. standard normal independent of Y^{(M)}. Our goal is to prove that lim N→∞ E f(X^{(M)}) = Ef(U^{(M)}) (4.6)

for all f ∈ C^∞_c (R^{M+1} ). Notice that the family U^{(M)}, (X^{(M)})_{N≥2} of random variables

is tight, because max_{n=0,...,M} ‖U_n‖_2 ≤ C, max_{n=0,...,M} ‖X_n‖_2 ≤ C for some C > 0 that

is independent of N. Combined with an application of Stone-Weierstrass, (4.6) implies

lim_{N→∞} Ef(X^{(M)}) = Ef(U^{(M)}) for all f ∈ C_b(R^{M+1} ) so that X^{(M) D}→ U^{(M)} as N → ∞.

We split the proof of (4.6) into two parts and define

Σ^{12} = ( δ_{kl} √ t(tμ)^k )_M k,l=0 ∈ R^{M+1×M+1} . Moreover, denote by W^{(M)} = (W_n)^M_{n=0} ∼ N (0, 1_RM+1 ) a standard Gaussian vector s.t.

U^{(M) D}= Σ^{12} W^{(M)}sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_2 ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ_3 ) D= Σ^{12} W^{(M)}sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ^{(j)}_i ) sech^2 ( h + √ tqZ^{(i)}_j ) with ( Z^{(j)}_i , Z^{(i)}_j ) ∼ N (0, 1_R2 ) as defined in (4.5). Then, we bound

|E f(X^{(M)}) − Ef(U^{(M)})| ≤ |E Ef(m_{ii} m^{(i)}_{jj} Σ^{12} W^{(M)}) − Ef(U^{(M)})|

+ |E f(X^{(M)}) − E Ef(m_{ii} m^{(i)}_{jj} Σ^{12} W^{(M)})|

(4.7)

and we claim that the two terms on the r.h.s. in (4.7) vanish as N → ∞. The first term

can be controlled using the same ideas as in the proof of Lemma 5: we find that

|E Ef(Σ^{1/2} W^{(M)}sech^2(h + √ tqZ^{(j)}_i )sech^2(h + √ tqZ^{(i)}_j )) − E Ef(m_{ii} m^{(i)}_{jj} Σ^{12} W^{(M)})|

≤ ‖|∇f|‖_∞‖|Σ^{12} W^{(M)}|‖_2‖m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} − sech^2(h + √ tqZ^{(j)}_i )sech^2(h + √ tqZ^{(i)}_j )‖_2 ≤ C N^{1/4} for some C = C_M > 0 that is independent of N. Here, the last step uses [1, Prop. 1.2].

Let us now focus on the second term on the r.h.s. in (4.7). Here, we apply a suitable

variant of Stein’s method that takes into account the randomness of m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} (similar

arguments were used recently in [12]). For f ∈ C^∞_c (R^{M+1} ) and 0 < C ∈ R^{M+1×M+1} , set

V_{f,C} (x) = − ∫_∞ 0 du [ Ef ( e^{−u}x + √ 1 − e^{−2u} C^{12} W^{(M)} ) − Ef ( C^{12} W^{(M)} )] . By the multivariate Stein equation (see e.g. [6, Lemma 2.6]), it follows that f(x) − Ef ( C^{12} W^{(M)} ) = tr ( C[∇^2V_{f,C} ](x) ) − x · [∇V_{f,C} ](x) and an elementary bound shows that ‖∂_αV_{f,C} ‖_∞ ≤ |α|^{−1}‖∂_αf‖_∞. Choosing x = X^{(M)},

C^12 = m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} Σ^12 and taking the expectation over all the random variables yields Ef ( X^{(M)} ) − Ef ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} Σ^{12} W^{(M)} )

= M∑ n=0 E ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} )_2 t(tμ)^n [ ∂^2_nV ]( X^{(M)} ) − M∑ n=0 E X_n [ ∂_nV ]( X^{(M)} ) , (4.8)

where we write in the remainder V = V_{f,C} for this choice of C and fixed f ∈ C^∞_c (R^{M+1} ).

Prop. 3 thus follows if we show that the r.h.s. in (4.8) vanishes in the limit N → ∞.

Setting w^{(i)}(γ) = w(γ)/g_{ik1} if γ = (ik_1k_2 . . . k_nj), integration by parts in g_{i•} implies E X_n [ ∂_nV ]( X^{(M)} ) = t √ N ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} E (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})m^{(i)}_{jj} w^{(i)}(γ) [ ∂_nV ]( X^{(M)} )

+ t √ N M∑ l=0 ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} E m_{ii} (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})(m^{(i)}_{jj} )^2w^{(i)}(γ) [ ∂_l∂_n ~V ]( X^{(M)} )

+ t M∑ l=0 ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik_1k^′_2...k^′_lj)∈Γ^{ij}_{l+1} E ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} )_2

w^{(i)}(γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′) [ ∂_l∂_nV ]( X^{(M)} )

+ t M∑ l=0 ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik^′_1k^′_2...k^′_lj)∈Γ^{ij}_{l+1} E m_{ii} (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})(m^{(i)}_{jj} )^2w^{(i)}(γ)w(γ^′) [ ∂_l∂_nV ]( X^{(M)} )

= Σ^{(n)}_1 + Σ^{(n)}_2 + Σ^{(n)}_3 + Σ^{(n)}_4 ,

where Σ^{(n)}_j is defined as the contribution in the j-th line on the r.h.s. and where we set [ ∂_l∂_n ~V ] (x) = − ∫_∞ 0 du e^{−u} √ 1 − e^{−2u}E ( Σ^{12} W^{(M)})_l[∂_l∂_nf] ( e^{−u}x+ √ 1 − e^{−2u}C^{12} W^{(M)} ) .

Notice that ‖∂_l∂_n ~V ‖_∞ ≤ C‖∂_l∂_nf‖_∞ ∫_∞ 0 du e^{−u} ≤ C for some C = C_{f,t,M} . It now turns out that Σ^{(n)}_1 , Σ^{(n)}_2 and Σ^{(n)}_4 vanish in the limit N → ∞ and that Σ^{(n)}_3 cancels, up to another error that is negligible, with the n-th summand in the first term on the r.h.s. in (4.8). To see this, using that ‖∂_nV ‖_∞ ≤ ‖f‖_∞, Cauchy-Schwarz implies

|Σ^{(n)}_1 |^2 ≤ C N ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik^′_1...k^′_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} E (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})(∂_{gik′1} m_{ii})w^{(i)}(γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′)

= C N n−1∑ u=0 ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik^′_1...k^′_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}:|γ∩γ^′|=u E (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})(∂_{gik′1} m_{ii})w^{(i)}(γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′)

+ C N ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} E (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})^2w^{(i)}(γ)^2.

Recalling the explicit form w^{(i)}(γ) = m^{(i,j)}_{k1k1} g_{k1k2} m^{(i,k1,j)}_{k2k2} g_{k2k3} . . . m^{(i,k1,k2,...,kn−1,j)}_{knkn} g_{knj} , for γ = (ik_1 . . . k_nj), the number |γ ∩ γ^′| of joint edges determines the size of each summand according to the bounds (4.1) and (4.2): The last term of the latter is straightforward and of order O(N^{−1}). As for the term on the second line, we obtain that for |γ ∩ γ^′| = u, E (∂_{gik1} m_{ii})(∂_{gik′1} m_{ii})w^{(i)}(γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′) ≤ CN^{u−2n}. Since |Γ^{ij}_{n+1}| ≤ N^n and |{γ^′ ∈ Γ^{ij}_{n+1} : |γ ∩ γ^′| = u}| ≤ N^{n−u} for fixed γ ∈ Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, we get

|Σ^{(n)}_1 |^2 ≤ n−1∑ u=0 CN^{u−2n−1} |{ γ, γ^′ ∈ Γ^{ij}_{n+1} : |γ ∩ γ^′| = u }| + CN^{−1} ≤ CN^{−1} for some C = C_n > 0 that depends on n ≤ M, but that is independent of N. Recalling that ‖∂_l∂_n ~V ‖_∞ ≤ C, the same argument shows that |Σ^{(n)}_2 |^2 ≤ CN^{−1}.

Next, let us consider Σ^{(n)}_3 and let us compare it with the n-th summand in the first term on the r.h.s. in (4.8): then, we have that

Σ^{(n)}_3 − ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} )_2 t(tμ)^n [ ∂^2_nV ]( X^{(M)} ) = t E ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} )_2[ ∂^2_nV ]( X^{(M)} ) ( ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} (w^{(i)}(γ))^2 − (tμ)^n )

+ (1 − δ_{n0}) M∑ l=1 ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik_1k^′_2...k^′_lj)∈Γ^{ij}_{l+1}:γ≠γ^′ t E ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} )_2

w^{(i)}(γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′) [ ∂_l∂_nV ]( X^{(M)} ) = Σ^{(n)}_{31} +Σ^{(n)}_{32} .

The error terms Σ^{(n)}_{31} and Σ^{(n)}_{32} can be controlled through simple second moment estimates as before. Recalling that ‖∂_s∂_tV ‖_∞ ≤^1_2 ‖∂_s∂_tf‖_∞, we have on the one hand that

|Σ^{(n)}_{31} |^2 ≤ CE ( ∑ γ,γ^′∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} (w^{(i)}(γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2 − 2(tμ)^n ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} (w^{(i)}(γ))^2 + (tμ)^{2n} ) .

Applying (4.1) & (4.2), that |Γ^{ij}_{n+1}| = N^n + O(N^{n−1}) and Lemma 5, we find that E ∑ γ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} (w^{(i)}(γ))^2 = [( t N )_n(( E sech^4 ( h + √ tqZ ))_n + O(N^{−1/4}) ) + O(N^{−n−1}) ] |Γ^{ij}_{n+1}| = (tμ)^n + O(N^{−1/4}).

and, similarly, that E ∑ γ,γ^′ ∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1} (w^{(i)}(γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2

= ∑ γ,γ^′∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}: γ∩γ^′=∅ E (w^{(i)} (γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2 + n+1∑ u=1 ∑ γ,γ^′∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}: |γ∩γ^′|=u E (w^{(i)} (γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2

= (tμ)^{2n} + O(N^{−1/4}) + n−1∑ u=1 O ( N^{2n−u} × N^{−2n} ) = (tμ)^{2n} + O(N^{−1/4}).

Here, the scaling O(N^{2n−u} × N^{−2n}) of the u-th summand in the error is obtained by multiplying the number of paths |{γ, γ^′ ∈ Γ^{ij}_{n+1} : |γ ∩ γ^′| = u}| = O(N^{2n−u}) with the leading order decay in N of E (w^{(i)} (γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2: if |γ ∩ γ^′| = u, at least u − 1 Gaussian edge weights in the product (w^{(i)}(γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2 have multiplicity four in which case 2n − 2(u − 1) edge weights have multiplicity two, leading to an overall O(N^{−2(u−1)}) × O(N^{−2(n−u+1)}) = O(N^{−2n}) decay. On the other hand, there can be at most u edge weights having multiplicity four in (w^{(i)}(γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2 in which case one obtains similarly that E (w^{(i)} (γ))^2(w^{(i)}(γ^′))^2 = O(N^{−2u}) × O(N^{−2(n−u)}) = O(N^{−2n}). Collecting the previous observations, we conclude that |Σ^{(n)}_{31} |^2 ≤ CN^{−1/4}.

Finally, let us switch to Σ^{(n)}_{32} and Σ^{(n)}_4 ; both terms can be controlled with similar arguments as before, so let us only provide a few details for Σ^{(n)}_{32} . Fixing l ∈ {1, . . . , M}, it turns out useful to split the l-th summand in the definition of Σ^{(n)}_{32} into min(n,l) ∑ u=0 ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik_1k^′_2...k^′_lj)∈Γ^{ij}_{l+1}: γ≠γ^′,|γ∩γ^′|=u

E ( m_{ii}m^{(i)}_{jj} )_2

w^{(i)}(γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′) [ ∂_l∂_nV ] = min(n,l) ∑ u=0 Σ^{(nl)}_{32u} and controlling each summand separately; considering for concreteness Σ^{(n)}_{320}, for instance, we apply Cauchy-Schwarz and get

|Σ^{(nl)}_{320} |^2 ≤ ∑ γ=(ik_1...k_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, γ^′=(ik_1k^′_2...k^′_lj)∈Γ^{ij}_{l+1}:γ∩γ^′=∅

∑ τ =(ip_1...p_nj)∈Γ^{ij}_{n+1}, τ^′=(ip_1p^′_2...p^′_lj)∈Γ^{ij}_{l+1}:τ ∩τ^′=∅ E w^{(i)} (γ)w^{(i)}(γ^′)w^{(i)}(τ)w^{(i)}(τ^′)

≤ ∑ 1≤k≤N: k≠i,j ∑ γ∈Γ^{kj}_n ,γ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l :γ∩γ^′=∅, τ ∈Γ^{kj}_n ,τ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l :τ ∩τ^′=∅ E w(γ)w(γ^′ )w(τ)w(τ^′)

+ ∑ 1≤k≠p≤N: k,p≠i,j ∑ γ∈Γ^{kj}_n ,γ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l : γ∩γ^′=∅

∑ τ ∈Γ^{pj}_n ,τ^′∈Γ^{pj}_l : τ ∩τ^′=∅ E w(γ)w(γ^′ )w(τ)w(τ^′).

Now, the bounds (4.1), (4.2), Lemma 5 and basic combinatorics as above imply that ∑ 1≤k≤N: k≠i,j ∑ γ∈Γ^{kj}_n ,γ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l :γ∩γ^′=∅, τ ∈Γ^{kj}_n ,τ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l :τ ∩τ^′=∅ E w(γ)w(γ^′ )w(τ)w(τ^′)

≤ ∑ 1≤k≤N: k≠i,j n+l∑ u=0 ∑ γ,τ ∈Γ^{kj}_n ;γ^′,τ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l : γ∩γ^′=∅,τ ∩τ^′=∅, |(γ∪γ^′)∩(τ ∪τ^′)|=u E w(γ)w(γ^′ )w(τ)w(τ^′)

= (N − 2) n+l∑ u=0 O ( N^{2(n+l−2)−(u−2)} × N^{u−2(n+l)} ) ≤ CN^{−1}.

The N^{−(u−2)} scaling is due to the fact that is enough to fix n − 1 edges to have γ = τ (the same for γ^′, τ^′). Analogously, one shows that ∑ 1≤k≠p≤N: k,p≠i,j ∑ γ∈Γ^{kj}_n ,γ^′∈Γ^{kj}_l : γ∩γ^′=∅

∑ τ ∈Γ^{pj}_n ,τ^′∈Γ^{pj}_l : τ ∩τ^′=∅ E w(γ)w(γ^′ )w(τ)w(τ^′) ≤ CN^{−1}

such that |Σ^{(nl)}_{320} | ≤ CN^{−1/2}. The same arguments imply that |Σ^{(nl)}_{32u} | ≤ CN^{−1/2} for u ≥ 1 s.t. |Σ^{(n)}_{32} | ≤ CN^{−1/2}; finally, as already mentioned, a similar analysis implies |Σ^{(n)}_4 | ≤ CN^{−1/2}.

Collecting the above estimates, we have proved that the contribution on r.h.s. in (4.8) is of the order O(N^{−1/4}), which concludes the proof.

Acknowledgements. C. B. and A. S. acknowledge support by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy – GZ 2047/1, Projekt-ID 390685813.

References

[1] A. Adhikari, C. Brennecke, P. von Soosten, H.-T. Yau. Dynamical Approach to the TAP Equations for the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick Model. J. Stat. Phys. 183, 35 (2021).

[2] M. Aizenman, J. L. Lebowitz, D. Ruelle. Some rigorous results on the Sherrington- Kirkpatrick spin glass model. Comm. Math. Phys. 112, pp. 3-20 (1987).

[3] C. Brennecke, A. Schertzer, C. Xu, H.-T. Yau. The Two Point Function of the SK Model without External Field at High Temperature. Prob. Math. Phys. 5, No. 1, pp. 131-175 (2024).

[4] C. Brennecke, C. Xu, H.-T. Yau. Operator Norm Bounds on the Correlation Matrix of the SK Model at High Temperature. Preprint: arXiv:2307.12535.

[5] S. Chatterjee. Spin glasses and Stein’s method. Probab. Theory Relat. Fields 148, pp. 567-600 (2010).

[6] L.H.Y. Chen, L. Goldstein, Q.-M. Shao. Normal Approximation by Stein’s method.

Probability and Its Applications, Springer Berlin, Heidelberg (2010).

[7] F. Comets, J. Neveu. The Sherrington–Kirkpatrick model of spin glasses and stochastic calculus: The high temperature case. Comm. Math. Phys. 166, pp. 549- 564 (1995).

[8] J. R. L. de Almeida, D. J. Thouless. Stability of the Sherrington–Kirkpatrick solution of a spin glass model. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 11, pp. 983-990 (1978).

[9] R. M. Dudley. Real Analysis and Probability. Cambridge studies in advanced mathematics 74, Cambridge University Press (2002).

[10] A. Hanen. Un théorème limite pour les covariances des spins dans le modèle de Sherrington-Kirkpatrick avec champ externe. Ann. Probab. 35, no. 1, pp. 141-179 (2007).

[11] F. Guerra, F. L. Toninelli. Central limit theorem for fluctuations in the high temperature region of the Sherrington–Kirkpatrick spin glass model. J. Math. Phys. 43, pp. 6224-6237 (2002).

[12] S. Gufler, A. Schertzer, M. A. Schmidt. AMP algorithms and Stein’s method: Understanding TAP equations with a new method. arXiv:2311.11924 (2023).

[13] D. Sherrington, S. Kirkpatrick. Solvable model of a spin glass. Phys. Rev. Lett. 35, pp. 1792-1796 (1975).

[14] M. Talagrand. Mean Field Models for Spin Glasses. Volume I: Basic Examples. A Series of Modern Surveys in Mathematics 54, Springer Berlin, Heidelberg (2010).

[15] C. Van Dam. On Hanen’s Theorem for the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick Model. Master’s Thesis Mathematics, Institute for Applied Mathematics, University of Bonn (2024).